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DETAILED ACTION 

Claim Objections 

1. In claims 50 - 68, the phrase "and/or" renders the claims indefinite because it is unclear 
whether the limitations following the phrase are part of the claimed invention. 

Claim Refections - 35 USC § 102 

2. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public use or on sale in 
this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United States. 

3. Claim 51 is rejected under 35 U.S.C, 102(b) as being anticipated by Casler (5,015,926). 
Regarding claim 51, Casler discloses an electronically controlled force application mechanism 

for exercise machines comprising an input drive shaft 38, 52, an output drive shaft 40, and a housing 
30, 32, 34, 36 on which a centering flange(s) 20b, 52a and flange 54a are provided, wherein the 
housing is provided with at least one associated strain sensor 60 and an electronics device 70 
including a display 90 (See Col. 4, lines 62 - 68 and Col. 6, lines 5 - 12, 34 - 45 and 55 - 65) and the 
strain sensor 60 is arranged close to attachment screw holes 40d in the attachment flange 52a (See 
Col. 5, lines 44 — 48, See Fig. 1), the strain sensor 60 in the form of a strain gage and connected to 
an evaluation unit 70, 80 and in indicating device 90 from which data is transmitted and read (See 
Col. 6, lines 39 - 54). 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC§ 103 

4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all obviousness 
rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in section 
102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are such that the 
subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary 
skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the 
invention was. made. 

5. Claims 50, 53 - 55 and 60 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Casler in view of Grunbaum (4,384,493). 

Regarding claim 50, Casler discloses all of the limitations of these claims except that the 
strain sensor is provided on the housing. However, Grunbaum discloses a torque measuring device 
comprising a motor housing 1 including an extension 2 and a load cell 3 connected to the extension 
forming a unitary unit (See Col. 2, lines 24 - 29 and 54 - 57). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify Casler according to the teachings of Grunbaum for the purpose of, 
advantageously providing an improved torque measuring device which is of particular benefit for use 
with flange-type electric motors and that which is simple and inexpensive (See Grunbaum, Col. 1, 
lines 47 - 53). 

Regarding claim 53, in Casler, the at least one strain sensor 60 is arranged close to the flange 
54a (See Fig. 1). 

Regarding claim 54, in Casler, the strain sensor 60 is arranged in a cylindrical area 54 of the 
attachment flange 54a (See Col. 6, lines 34 - 45, See Fig. 1). 

Regarding claim 55, Casler and Graunbaum disclose all of the limitations of these claims 
except a plurality of sensors are arranged radially distributed around the flange. However, it would 
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have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to duplicate the sensors to provide a more 
efficient result. In re Harza . 274 F.2d 669, 124 USPQ 378 (CCPA 1960). 

Regarding claim 60, in Casler, the strain sensor 60 in the form of a strain gage and connected 
to an evaluation unit 70, 80 and in indicating device 90 from which data is transmitted and read (See 
Col. 6, lines 39 - 54). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC§ 103 

6. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all obviousness 
rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in section 
102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are such that the 
subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary 
skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the 
invention was made. 

7. Claims 52, 57 and 65 - 68 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as. being unpatentable over 
Casler and Grunbaum, as applied to claims 50, 53 - 55 and 60 above, and further in view of 
Matsushima et al (6,066,907). 

Regarding claim 52, Casler and Grunbaum disclose all of the limitations of these claims 
except that the centering flange has at least one radially circumferential groove including a damping 
element. However, Matsushima et al disclose a brush holding device comprising an electric motor 2 
(See Col. 4, line 32), an input drive shaft 9a, an output drive shaft 3, and a housing 4 on which a 
centering flange 8 is provided, wherein the centering flange has at least one radially circumferential 
groove 23 in which at least one damping element 24 is inserted (See Col. 2, lines 66 - 67, Col. 3, 
lines 1 - 7 and 64 - 67 and Col. 4, lines 1-19). 
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Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify Casler and Grunbaum according to the teachings of Matsuhima et al 
for the purpose of, advantageously suppressing noise and cracks caused by engine vibration and 
suppressing local wear and cracks of brushes (See Matsuhima et al, Col 1, lines 44 - 51). 

Regarding claim 57, in Casler, the attachment flange 52a is at least partially coaxially 
separated by a member B2 from a casing surface of the housing 32, 34, 36 (See Col 5, lines 28 - 34). 

Regarding claims 65 and 66, in Casler, the damping element 24 is in the form of an elastically 
deformable rubber element and O-ring (See Col. 3, lines 64 - 67 and Col. 4, lines 1 - 6). 

Regarding claim 67, in Casler, a plurality of circumferential grooves 23 are provided that are 
spaced apart from one another and are parallel to one another, and are provided in the flange 8 for 
insertion of a plurality of damping elements 24 (See Fig. 15). 

Regarding claim 68, in Casler, the at least one damping element 24 overhangs the outside of 
a casing surface 5 of the flange 8 on the outside (See Col. 4, lines 8 - 30, See Fig. 1). 

Claim Refections - 35 USC § 103 

. 8. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all obviousness 
rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in section 
102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are such that the 
subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary 
skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the 
invention was made. 
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9. Claims 56, 59 and 61 - 64 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Casler (5,015,926) and Grunbaum, as applied to claims 50, 53 - 55 and 60 above, and further in view 
of Sakakibara et al (4,724,71 1). 

Regarding claims 56 and 59, Casler and Grunbaum disclose all of the limitations of these 
claims except that the strain sensor is arranged underneath the flange on the cylindrical housing, the 
flange having at least one constriction in the area of the incision, wherein the constriction is an at 
least partially radially circumferential constriction and holds the least one strain sensor. However, 
Sakakibara et al disclose a torque detector comprising a strain gage(s) 41a — 41 d (See Figs. 1 and 4) 
located underneath a flange 37b on a housing 1 1 and flanges 37b, 37c having a constriction (See Fig. 
1) in an area of an incision that holds the strain sensor (See Col 2, lines 54 - 57 and Col. 4, lines 22 
- 24 and 33 - 45, See Fig. 7). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify Casler and Grunbaum according to the teachings of Sakakibara et al 
for the purpose of, advantageously providing a torque detector using strain gages on a cantilever 
which is easily exchangeable (See Sakakibara et al, Col. 1, lines 55 — 59). 

Regarding claims 61 and 62, Casler and Grunbaum disclose all of the limitations of these 
claims except that force and/ or a torque is determined by the at least one strain sensor and if a 
predetermined limit value is exceeded, an alarm signal or a switch-off signal can be generated and 
displayed on the indicating electronics device, the signals being recorded over time, in order to 
determine the operating state of the transmission, and being stored in the evaluation unit. However, 
in Sakakibara et al, strain gage units 140,143 detect the torque and when a signal indicative of a 
predetermined limit value is outside a predetermined range an alarm signal is displayed on an 
indicating device 158 (See Col. 11, lines 3-16 and Col. 12, lines 1-8). 
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Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify Casler and Grunbaum according to the teachings of Sakakibara et al 
for the purpose of, providing an torque detector the enables the abnormality of the torque detector 
to be well judged and the easily corrected in an abnormality protective action (See Sakakibara et al, 
Col 17, lines 49 -53). 

Regarding claims 63 and 64, in Casler, the strain sensor 60 is in the form of a strain gage and 
is connected to an evaluation unit 70, 80 and an indicator 90 from which data is read and displayed 
(See Col. 6, lines 39 - 54). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

10. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C 103(a) which forms the basis for all obviousness 
rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in section 
102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are such that the 
subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary 
skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the 
invention was made. 

11. Claim 58 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Casler, Grunbaum 
and Matsushima et al, as applied to claims 50, 52 - 55, 57, 60 and 65 68 above, and further in view 
of Sakakibara et al (4,724,711). 

Regarding claim 58, Casler, Grunbaum and Matsushima et al disclose all of the limitations of 
these claims except that the strain sensor is arranged underneath the flange on the cylindrical 
housing, the flange having at least one constriction in the area of the incision, wherein the 
constriction is an at least partially radially circumferential constriction and holds the least one strain 
sensor. However, Sakakibara et al disclose a torque detector comprising a strain gage(s) 41a - 41 d 
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(See Figs. 1 and 4) located underneath a flange 37b on a housing 1 1 and flanges 37b, 37c having a 
constriction (See Fig. 1) in an area of an incision that holds the strain sensor (See Col. 2, lines 54 - 
57 and Col. 4, lines 22 - 24 and 33 - 45, See Fig. 7). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify Casler, Grunbaum and Matsushima et al according to the teachings 
of Sakakibara et al for the purpose of, advantageously providing a torque detector using strain gages 
on a cantilever which is easily exchangeable (See Sakakibara et al, Col. 1, lines 55-59). 

Response to Arguments 

12. Applicant's arguments filed 8/9/07 have been fully considered but they are not persuasive. 
In response to applicant's argument that claim 59 includes a radial indent, it is the examiner's 
position that in this claim the indent is not radial. Furthermore, applicant's arguments do not comply 
with 37 CFR 1.111(c) because they do not clearly point out the patentable novelty which he or she 
thinks the claims present in view of the state of the art disclosed by the references cited or the 
objections made. Further, they do not show how the amendments avoid such references or 
objections. 

Applicant's amendment necessitated the new grounds of rejection presented in this Office 
action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). Applicants 
reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE MONTHS 
from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO MONTHS of the 
mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after the end of the 
THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period will expire on 
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the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be 
calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory 
period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 
13. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the examiner 
should be directed to Octavia Davis whose telephone number is 571-272-2176. The examiner can 
normally be reached on Mon through Thurs from 9 to 5. The examiner can also be reached on 
alternate Fridays. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's supervisor, 
Edward Lefkowitz, can be reached on 571-272-2180. The fax phone number for the organization 
where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR system, 
see http:/ /pair-directuspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, 
contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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